The aesthetics of reality: how life is affected
by a screen.

Through the following text we are going to discover a metamorphosis, how our
interactions in contemporary society has become indivisible with the use of a screen
and as such does this interaction have an effect on our lives; (it is important to
recognise that the ideas are derived from a white male western perspective, thus not
reflecting the entire human aesthetic experience). Together we construct an overview
of a specific interpretation on aesthetic experience; the everyday experience; and
the experience of art in relation to a screen and the internet. Does this relationship
that has become available between the screens, ourselves and art have any effect
on our moral actions? If there is such an outcome how will it play or how does such
interaction occur, are we affect by aesthetic experiences or does the specific aesthetic
experiences change dependent on one’s specific surrounding and form of interaction
via digital mediums. Smartphones have given us the opportunity to explore the
world in a whole new way, on a digital plane, linking the real and the digital together.
One consequence is that we are able to live vicariously via experiences that were
previously only attainable thru imagination/fantasy or distant observation. We can also
recognise the growing isolation modern digital technology has incurred onto people
but it will also start a development of isolation from imagery and iconoclastic aesthetic
experience often related to the artistic form of expression. Images and pictures are
losing their ability to capture our imagination to excite us or make us become involved
or develop as individuals. Therefore, are we still able to distance ourselves from
actions undertaken or viewed since there is pretty much anything on the web in an
image form; with countless of photographers capturing and modifying images to either
interpret a reality or false reality? Either way it is becoming a field of undignifying
experiences.

Introduction

We can effortlessly agree that our lives are induced by the presences of mobile
devices and electronic screens. We can also agree on the current paradigm that such
formulations have brought about—a living construct—centred on the precedence
of acting via the use of a screen, teetering on a participatory action that conforms
towards the daily activities within our contemporary world. The growing number of
people using these tools interlinked with the rise of social networks has fundamentally
brought change to the way we live and interact with our fellow beings. We now have
the availability to connect with people over vast distances thereby exchanging ideas,
philosophical discourse and social economic benefits etc.;! with the ideal scenario
being that people’s perceptions have changed for the better, allowing for an integration
of multiculturalisation, with a greater availability of information and knowledge.
However what is becoming clear—through documented research—is that our present

'http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of countries_by number_of mobile_phones_in_use (By far Wikipedia is always a

bad source for referencing however | think this link demonstrate some numbers of how many people own a phone. The
information provided does not show the number of smartphones in use. People have become far more connected to each
other’s in ways that we have previously not seen in society up until now. Now in many cases this effect does have a positive
outcome, the ability to see things on the go, or get directions, information etc. about place or even talking to people who are
across the world.)




usage of these tools is bringing about the opposite. People are becoming less likely
to engage or meet people from different social groups; people with different interest or
viewpoints, often leading to people becoming more involved in more narrow-minded
ideas and ideologies (e.g. the possibility to express hate and threat anonymously).? At
the same time there is an increasing homogenisation of the world via the advancement
of globalisation.>* It is due to our ability to adapt to changes, environmentally or
socially, which has cause the surge of these factors to become dominant within
today’s society. It is therefore why the screen, the one we are living by, has not only
been appropriated into our lives but become a social and cultural necessity. We

can therefore, collectively, propose that our aesthetic experience has fundamentally
changed; how we experience and interact with this change determines how the
aesthetic experience has/or is developing into a product of the screen.

To device a new understanding of the screens relationship with the everyday aesthetic
experience—and such experience can change—I will place the aesthetic experience
as a property or formulation that will fit into three different categories to demonstrate
the interchanging effect that is occurring. It is important to realise that this is a dramatic
simplification of how a human experience the world.

Prime aesthetic experience: A prime aesthetic experience occurs when we are
recognising or focusing in on that experience. It is an experience that we can sense
and feel in some form. Things such as art, going to a movie, observing the landscape
etc. can be placed within this category.

Secondary aesthetic experience: The secondary aesthetic experience is one that

IS occurring subconsciously. This would be a daily activity that is taking place such as
the sensation of our cloths onto our skin, walking around in the city; we are noticing
things but not necessary taking them in, or acting onto them as something valuable to
consider or experience. Now a secondary aesthetic experience can become a prime
e.g. if we choose to consider the cloths on our skin and focus in on that experience it
will become a primary experience.

Virtual aesthetic experience: Virtual aesthetic experience is a developed
experience—though not related to virtual reality since these would be part of a
prime and secondary experience—that holds a position of two types of outcomes.
First placement of a virtual aesthetic experience can be seen as an experience
that attempts to mimic the prime aesthetic experience’s outcome without a physical
presence of such experience. The second definition falls under scientific reasoning;
any images and sound captured is by definition a virtual replica of the original
source. Often the method of capturing the information is on a digital/electronic level
so paintings and traditional film photography does not follow into a virtual aesthetic
product, whiles digital photography and image making does. The virtual aesthetic

experience is therefore an experience that maintains a duality between being an
hitp://www.bbc.com/news/uk-25641941 10:26/16/12/2014

3 hittp://www.bbc.com/future/story/20120522-one-world-order 11:24/18/11/2014
http://whatismediaandglobalisation.wordpress.com/2012/10/04/the-world-is-becoming-increasingly-culturally-homogenized-
due-to-the-immense-growth-of-the-internet-and-increase-in-globalisation/ 11:24 18/11/2014
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cultural_homogenization 11:24 18/11/2014
http://www.dmu.ac.uk/documents/technology-documents/research-faculties/ccsr/theproblemsofglobalculturalhomogenisation.
pdf 18/11/2014

4Some people will see this as distinctively wrong and that our interaction with smartphones and the internet has only
produced positive outcomes, we can dismiss these as simplistic self-dilutions.




experience that can be considered to undergo a transformation into a prime aesthetic
experience at the same time being a separate form of experience.

By splitting up the experience in such a way we can move forwards to describe

how each of these different categories interlace with each other, and how such
connections can affect our experience of specific events or objects; thereby allowing
for a development of how a screen can affect an aesthetic experience. | will now
demonstrate how these specific descriptive terms of the aesthetic experience can be
used within everyday examples.

Observing a work of art in a gallery: The process and action of observing an artwork
within a space that is defined to hold the property of (to display art) will fit into category
of prime aesthetic experience.

Observing artworks online: When one is observing artistic works online to
experience or to have some form of interaction with such a work then this process
is a virtual aesthetic experience; however the space one is within acts to affirm the
presence of a prime and secondary aesthetic experience.

Observing artworks online simultaneously considering the process of being
online and searching for artworks: Within this case, the experience is in relation to
being online with your computer rather than the effect of the artworks. Since one is
aware of the action and the outcome of the process it is a prime aesthetic experience.
Unlike the previous event where the artworks are considered via the screen and as
such the process of observation becomes a virtual one.

Watching a film on TV: This is a prime aesthetic experience because there will be
an awareness of a person’s surrounding and understanding that they are watching
television.

Documenting using one’s mobile phone: The action of documenting with one’s
mobile is a virtual aesthetic experience whiles the space and the initial action
undertaken fits into the prime aesthetic experience. The reason being that the act of
documentation is virtual because the action in itself is focused more on the screen
rather than what is going on around one’s surrounding at the specific point in time. The
prime aesthetic experience comes in before or after the initial action of documentation.

| am at a bar with friends, taking in all sounds, smells and the surrounding area. This
IS a prime aesthetic experience. | then choose to document this with my mobile phone,
this action then becomes a virtual aesthetic experience.

Often when one is attempting to define the different categories of an aesthetic
experience in such a way there is a possibility to enter into a loop of deliberation,
meaning that when we consider a specific experience the process of considering
whether such an experience is prime, secondary or virtual becomes intertwined.
When this happens it creates the looping manifestation, since one can start saying
that an experience is virtual, but by considering it as such one will be focusing on the
experience, causing it to become prime. Subsequently the experience can move onto
being either secondary or virtual again. Since most experience can fit into one of the
designated categories, some example of categorisation (prime, secondary and virtual)
in relation to experience or activities one is engaging within will be discussed further in



this essay.

The observation of artistic work: real vs copy.

Is there a difference between the observation of viewing artistic works and does
this difference hold an aesthetic value? How does a person’s experience of an
artistic image affect them aesthetically? Can we define this experience or does it
really matter to define the experience; do these sorts of experience matter if they
are merely decorative, or posters on a person’s wall? We have the availability now
to buy a majority of artworks on prints from the internet and place them within our
homes; possibilities to attain major works of art such as Leonardo da Vinci’'s Mona
Lisa® or Vincent Van Gogh’s Sunflowers® and display them on our walls. The copy has
a function for the person who owns the print; the Sunflower to bring warmth whiles
with Mona Lisa to show off an understanding of the high arts a form of aesthetical
sophistication. The print as an object, independent of the person’s decided function
for the copy, will be different; often within such cases the chosen artwork contain an
aesthetic appreciative value similar to elevator music. It is there to be nice or fit in
within a specific space. In the end most of these types of images/prints will fit into the
secondary aesthetic experience. If a person had a true interest within works of art
and thereby want to experience a prime aesthetic experience, to gain an aesthetic
experience that effects the person, such person would then go out and find an artist or
sculpture and either acquire a copy of the work or a new work by an artist using similar
style. This produces a different aesthetic experience from that of the printed image. It
Is important to realise that even if a person acquire a work of art that has been crafted
by an artists, this can still retain an element of being a secondary producing aesthetic
experience, since the artworks collected by the person holds the function of being an
object that is suited to project a notion of nice. The experience is one that functions to
satisfy the viewer’s own developed taste and need.

With the advancement of mobile cameras the observation of artistic works and
thereby capturing of such works has become a digital process, a process which
focus allows for people to capture artworks with their mobiles and place them within
their digital collection. The action of documenting artworks with one’s mobile has no
function what so ever. It is merely an action that is part of our daily lives, the process
of documentation. (In the past artist or those who engaged within the arts would
practice and improve their skills by going to galleries and copy the old master. This
exercise helped the person to attain skills and understanding of the works. We often
do not see people documenting their experience at the cinema so why is the process
of documenting an artwork somehow perceived to be different.) If we exclude those
people who document art works with their mobile/digital camera for specific reasons,
such as information gathering, research, or artists looking for inspiration the action of
documenting artworks using a digital camera/mobile phone does not attain a value
that can be determined. When a person is attaining an understanding of an artwork,
the experience is an active occurrence and as such a prime aesthetic experience.
Once the action of documentation becomes part of that experience we are removing
ourselves from the aesthetic experience, thus making it become a pointless action. The

°Leonardo da Vinci, c1503-1506, Oil on poplar. 77x53cm, Musée du Louvre, Paris
%Vincent Van Gogh, (F.454). Fourth version: yellow background, 1888, Qil on canvas, 92.1x73cm, National Gallery, London



action makes the experience of artistic works equal to that of an everyday occurrence,
a person will spend more time focusing on documenting their lunch and applying
specific filters then the time spent appreciating specific artworks. When taking this
observation into account we can further evaluate the necessity of attaining posters
from exhibitions or of artworks. Within such a case the outcome is that the experiences
gained from these purchases have little or no connection with our necessity to attain a
prime aesthetic experience; a common reasoning that is harking back to Plato’s cave.

There is a clear difference between how a person is affected by viewing artworks being
it via a screen or in real life. By capturing an artwork with your mobile the aesthetic
experience becomes transformed from a real one to a virtual one, it reduces the

initial experience that one is having. The process becomes in itself defeating since

by continuously capturing artworks as a trophy of cultural intellectualisation we are
making such process part of the prime aesthetic experience and due to such action
allows for the development of virtual aesthetic experience to be initiated. The virtual
and prime becomes partially interlinked. Now it maybe that in some cases this is
preferable and even encouraged as it spreads knowledge and information. It will allow
people who might not considered visiting an exhibition to identify things of interest.

As demonstrated earlier on in this essay it is possible to understand how the effects
of the internet has brought about a negative effect on people’s lives, most notably

the growing isolation amongst people, though we can see these examples as minor
possibilities and effects. Does the minority who might experience a positive outcome
from these virtual aesthetic interactions with artistic works surpass the growing
negative outcome that can occur? To answer such question we can observe the
function of documentation within our daily lives.

Documentation of self: a virtual aesthetic experience.

The self, and our recognition of self, is a determining factor in the search of
intelligence; (we can determine when an individual or sentient being is aware of
themselves through simple experiments). The self is therefore not just an identity of
our presences within the world but a governing factor towards how we perceive others.
Because we are able to recognise ourselves as an entity we can bring this recognition
onto others as being of a self, their own individual sentient being. We allow ourselves
to develop sympathy and compassion for others as we recognise their existence of
a self. The process of the recognition of ourselves —unless we are a solipsist—is
therefore a very important part in our social development. We can recognise that this
idealised version of the self or recognition of the self as an aspect of communal good
Is hardly present within the human species and our social construct. This developed
notion of self can be exchanged when practicing an almost solipsistic ideal; a
development of the “I" rather than the self. We can observe the “I’ construct through
most of society within matters such as reality TV (Paradise Island/Big Brother), work
etc. The encouragement of the “/” reigns supreme; its function is to enforce a person’s
stature and importance within society/social groups. It removes any need to properly
recognise others as individuals. The selfie, derived from this constructed “I”, is sold
as an image for the attainment of self-expression, our own individuality; thus should
be considered as an explosive fallacy, one that defecates on our collective social
reasoning.



(Side note one: What is the difference between a self-portrait to that of a selfie; since
both are in par reaching a similar goal, the documentation of one’s self? For most
people there is no difference we see these two acts as the same, though one might
consider a self-portrait a fancier/regal way of conducting the documentation. There is a
possibility to drag the discussion on about the differences between the two, though one
can argue a distinction between them; the selfie being an action undertaken for the
sale of one self to others; whiles a self-portrait is the sale of one’s life/constructed life,
or accomplishments through life to others.)

(Side note two: Due to the selfie being an expression of the individual self, one would
deduce that the amount of selfies taken should produce miscellaneous amount of
Interesting images. However what is clear and dramatically visible is the opposite,
the selfie is an example of how the internet and contemporary culture are becoming
more homogenised across the world. The images are often the same; people tend to
use the same angles, facial expressions, and filter settings etc. to produce the same
disappointing results.)

If a person is filming themselves or conducting an act of taking a selfie, documenting
their everyday life, which part of a person is becoming part of the screen? When one’s
life is intertwined with the screen the process of documentation and observation as

a daily ordinary activity, then there is a chance for the presence of creating a virtual
aesthetic experience to become induce into the prime aesthetic experience. Their
reality is shifted from the observation and experience of their surroundings into an
action of documentation of this experience and surroundings as explained above. Our
interaction with photography since the development of the Kodak Brownie camera
has not changed so dramatically. The images captured back then are similar to how
images are capture today. What the digital has allowed for is a much wider range of
possibilities to capture our surrounding world and thereby manipulating such images
tonal quality, colours, focus, etc. These changes are therefore the transformation from
something that is defined to be real but has become a virtual product.” The person
allows for an interlinking between a prime and a virtual aesthetic experience to occur.
Once this materialises the boundaries between viewing and experience has become
skewed. We are therefore able to act out on urges that are part of this constructed
ideal, it becomes ok to engage in activities that normally would have been dismissed
in the past or seen as odd and sometimes disapproved. A performer, actor or artist
who place themselves within a specific role when they are documenting or acting out
an action, a role that is different or challenging have the option to remove themselves
from the part once the work is done. On the other hand the person who are actively
using their mobile phone as a necessity of the everyday experience has no availability
to remove themselves from the process, and thus are becoming more diligent to allow
for it to project an influences onto them. This is evident in the relationship between
narcissism and the taking of selfies. A person who is increasingly engaging in the

act of taking selfies can in some circumstance become more narcissistic than if they
had not engaged in such an activity. To further the deliberation of social indulgence
we can move on to the use of videos, the YouTube culture and general observation

"Editing of images has always happened and will always happen, only because it is done on a digital scale does not mean it
is wrong. The difference now is that anyone can do it. It is so ingrained in society that when an image does not share these
specific qualities or formulations it is considered bad, or the person the image is depicting can be considered to be bad etc.
(referring to Photoshop of models, celebrities and apps that focus on beautifying faces).




of the individual or the use of individuals on the internet via a video medium. Though
the selfie is an exciting subject matter an observation between what one is seeing

on the internet and its relation to how we act should be considered. It is important to
understand that being self-aware and acting on this construct does move into areas
of social construct. Today’s society for many is constructed around the internet with a
larger focus on the use of video.

YouTube and video observation equating to internet as an
action.

When observing a video on the internet there will be two possible distinctive
differences between how our experience of watching these films will occur and thereby
allowing for the notions of prime and virtual aesthetic experience to be presented; the
differences lay with how the information one is viewing is transferred to us. On one
hand we have the normal videos that are either streaming of TV shows/movies, or
the information/review/commenting type of videos; these type of videos belong to a
normal active part of experience since they often allow us to distinguish the difference
between our surrounding and watching. (In such video shows present on YouTube
we can see the homogenisation of culture, as many of these shows are constructed
in a very similar manner; people have similar way of shooting the videos; use same
sort of discussion material; often having same sort of editing techniques and even
tone of voice/speaking patterns.) So what is the problem with these videos, made by
ordinary people and that are displayed on YouTube? In most case we can see that
these sorts of videos do not cause any major concern and most of the time provided a
great deal of educational value or personal value. What should be considered is when
such videos are produce and displayed on video channels where the aim is to create a
sense of truth or project something as being true.

There are clear positive and negative effects of an internet video. Often they are made
to challenge specific conventions or to get a reaction from the viewer; sometimes
even attempt us to feel in a specific way. Unlike the videos of someone commenting
or advocating some sort of advice on a specific topic matter; the former sort of videos
are produce for the purpose of entertainment. A good example to provide for the
propagation of such an idea can be seen within videos such as First Kiss, The Slap
and Undress Me.? Within these short videos strangers meet for the first time and then
told to engage within an activity. The outcome is to show the interaction between
people under a specific circumstance. Now these videos are have been staged and
as such do not show the interaction between people but an acted out version of a
presumed experience and event. Due to participants being actors the outcome that

it pretends to provided cannot be assured to hold a form of truth. Since the video is
staged it has been produce well enough to make these moments seem real.® These
sorts of productions/films will produce a positive outcome for most, i.e. we will have

a good feeling from watching the clips. The problem arises when these types of clips
8http://www.complex.com/style/2014/03/that-first-kiss-video-that-everyone-is-talking-about-is-fake, http://www.imdb.com/title/
tt3591562/?ref_=nm_flmg_dr_2 one should observe the list of active participants in these movies, most are trained actors or
are active on some sort of stage. http://www.imdb.com/title/tt3975102/?ref =fn_al_tt_7, though most reality TV or things we
are meant to considered to be real have no bases in reality.

°Now they might have been staged in the sense that the actors where not entirely sure what they were going to be doing
and that they were meeting the other actor for the first time. Though these people are trained to engage in such a situation
and thus the idea of two strangers interacting, the one thing people will be identifying with will lose its validity.




are done whereby the observer sees something that they will be defining to be real but
the event is largely stage. (Unlike Borat, Bruno, Jackass series where the viewer has
knowledge of the barrier between the staged performance and what they are watching.
Even though what they are seeing are real reactions we still understand that it is un-
real, our aesthetic experience is one of watching the movie or show.)

The negative relation between observing and doing can be quantified by YouTube
prank shows. Often these sorts of shows project a disturbing duality between the

real interaction of people and the staged action; the aim of these types of shows is to
produce a reaction or affect either by the pranked or the viewer. These types of video
clips or collection of clips can be identified by its main and often used excuse by the
pundits “No this is a prank, it is a prank”, as a form of justification for the outcome or
the action by the people. Some of these would include stealing a kiss from a women,
walking around naked/flashing; within this set an often male participant runs up to
women on the street and actively force themselves onto them, claiming the act of

a social experiment as an excuse when people start to complain. In other type of
prank videos there is either some form of destruction of property or the prankster
eats someone’s food to induce a reaction. A more disconcerting attempt to induce
reaction by the public is the series that focus on doing pranks on people living in poor
neighbourhoods with a high gang presence in USA. Within this series people go into
areas where there is a large presence of gang activity; the prankster does things
towards people to gain often a violent reaction. For these videos the outcome are often
more related to how people comment on the videos once they have been uploaded.
The video gives people a justification to deliver or spew out their own prejudiced and
racist views. Often the comment section focus on the violent response by the people
towards the prankster and uses this as justification towards racial stereotyping or
exhort that those people only know violence and should be executed or put in jalil.
For both examples the fine line between creating something real as a justification to
create a specific aesthetic experience are in their core similar, however since we can
agree one is more beneficial than the other it is easy to ignore what effect viewing such
footage can have on us.

By placing this interlinking chain between taking selfies, documentation of the everyday
and our connection with others output of documentation can allow for a change to
occur; in most cases people will not experience much change or behaviour from using
technology in their daily lives. People are very keen to take selfies during a difficult
time period or event, hence we should move onto an observation on aesthetic and
moral actions.

Moral actions and aesthetic experience: a development of
change.

Reward plays a very important role in the development of behaviour within a species.
There is a significant visible interaction between how behaviour in an individual is
partially affected by that individuals reward needs; it governs things such as the
attainment of food; procreation and choice of sexual partners. It is a circuit that function
on the release of the neurotransmitter dopamine.’® When dopamine receptors are

http://thebrain.mcqill.ca/flash/i/i_03/i_03_cr/i_03_cr_quel/i_03_cr_que.html 11:49/17/12/2014




over stimulated it can change the body in such a way that it either stops producing

the substance, in cases such as drug users, or it reduces the effectiveness of the
transmitter; thereby causing the person to require experiences that develop a higher
release of dopamine, e.g. in the case of some extreme sport athletes. How does

this relate to aesthetic experience and the possibility in people’s change of moral
positions? The attainment of an aesthetic experience will have an effect on our reward
circuit and thereby our mental state and as stated above this can cause a change in
our behaviour. There is a simplistic premise that describes such a change in behaviour
using need and want. For example we need food to survive and thus have a positive
experience when we gain food; foods that are high in carbohydrates/protein and sugar
are generally more preferable, these will give a greater reward. The same occurs when
the attainment of a specific form of aesthetic experience is required. The link here is
that we are driven to attain these specific experiences in order to activate the reward
circuitry in the brain. Our behaviours are therefore controlled or adapted towards these
specific sorts of experiences.

Since the observations on the subject matter of the reward circuit and our experience
associated with reward internally is vast we will focus in on minor actions that cause a
reward for engaging within an everyday activity. An example is how we live our lives in
relation to cultural products such as television and movies. We can sometimes become
Involved or attempt to mimic these cultural items and place them within our own lives
to gain a specific experience. We also mimic our lives within these products to allow for
an affirmation between the lives we live and see on the screen.

| watch TV, see people drinking coffee at cafés and talking about life, actively engage
in such activity with friends and thereby allow myself to experience something that
gives me specific feelings. | then go home and watch TV, see similar activities that
reflect on my previous experience, recognise myself within the TV show and have
another experience that relates to the recognition of the activates within the show
reflecting parts of my life as a form of cathartic excursion.

This process of recognition and repetition will be able to reoccur over and over again.
In some cases whereby the repetitive process is only occurring by the act of watching,
such as when a person want to watch an action movies, horror movies, or Sci-Fi;
within these cases the experience is aimed towards achieving an emotional state. |
am not watching a horror movie because | like to kill people or be placed within such
a situation but rather because | want to experience fear and being frighten in a safe
and known environment. However when one is engaging in watching; playing violent
video games does not make a person violent or makes them want to go out and
commit violence—same thing with watching a specific form of movies—these actions
of observation, the act of viewing puts a person at a distance allowing for escapism
to overtake and therefore the mimicking effect cannot occur.” The process relies on
a person’s ability to recognise themselves within a specific situation. When we gather
at a café to drink coffee and talk to friends we do it not because of film and TV but

"l am aware that when | am playing games like Call of Duty or GTA my action within that game is placed within that specific
world which consists of virtual reality. The same is when | am watching movies which project violent imagery. My awareness
of these images are that it is happening in a created world that is distant from me. This works only if | am a person with a
set of understandings and abilities to see the distance between my inhabited space and world, and the one which is taking
place on the screen. For a person who has a distorted view of the world and is willing to go out and commit violence or has
committed acts of violence, these movies and video games can potentiate their need to go out and commit violent acts.



because we want to meet our friends. The situation we create however or the chosen
spaces, drinks and foods we eat are partly influenced by our viewing habits.

Often when a person is engage in observing a movie or playing a violent video game
there is a form of barrier between what the person is doing, the action of watching, and
what is occurring. It is important to recognise that this sort of barrier can be identified
by a person and therefore that person will not repeated the actions observed within a
video game/movie/ or TV show in real life. The virtual aesthetic experience is deferred
from becoming a prime aesthetic experience because the action undertaken is a prime
aesthetic experience. If however through continual use or practice as shown above
with observation and documentation etc. the difference between aesthetic experience
such as that of prime/secondary and virtual become skewed, removing the presence
of barrier thus allowing for a change to take place within a person’s behaviour. This
does not mean that a person will become a violent psychopath; though it does mean
that once we are engaged in using the documentation process on a daily basis we

will remove ourselves from the experience, i.e. the prime aesthetic experience, and
thus placing ourselves within a situation whereby the relationship between knowledge
of our space and its aesthetic effect and that of functioning within that space as an
identity removes us from moral implications. At the moment, we can either decided to
stick to this argument and leave it as it is; or we can move towards a possibly more
comfortable position where the focus lies on the change within people’s behaviour.
However this cannot be a definitive proof of a systematic change in those people’s
fundamental moral actions. Person actions are linked not to how we are moving our
specific social moral compass but rather a position more closely related to bad taste
and decision making. Example of such actions would be; taking a selfie during a
funeral, or taking selfies during specific events where such action in the past would
have been deemed inappropriate. It is therefore more damaging to society that people
are taking selfies during these types of situations—as it has led to people taking selfies
at more extreme events such as a hostage situation—than a person playing a violent
video game or watching a violent movie."

Conclusion

Photography as a medium has given us the availably to capture life and society.
It is a medium that has planted itself within our lives for more than a century and
therefore should be considered an essential part of our lives; therefore any criticism
made against it should be placed within this context. It is clear that what people
captured a century ago we still do today, often these captured images are a reflection
of our society as a whole; a historical documentation for future generations. If the
notion of capturing our daily activity would have change any of our moral standpoints
or foundations it would have presented itself by now. We should therefore consider
what has changed. Is it a result of the new technology that has allowed us to capture
everything without any consequence? The digital era has given us the chance to
capture an infinitive amount of information thus removing any filters that were in place
before. Can we argue that this lack of filtration is acting as one part of the driving force
behind the change in people’s behaviour; with digitalisation we are free to explore
without consequence. Once something does go wrong, e.g. when posting wrong

12https://twitter.com/MarkDiStef/status/544355987608444929/photo/1




image or text, we can maintain a belief that by removing it and make apologies for
the text or image; or argue for a violation of our private space; we create a sphere
where by our responsibilities are removed. It does not remove the rebuttal but raises
more questions; we can choose to further develop these questions or thoughts if we
specifically decide to do so.

We can always find or discover situation or activities whereby a specific group of
people will argue for the restrain of specific activities due to their moral code. Morality
and the moral cause are often undertaken when people are faced with new ideas

or technological advancement. There is as much outrage about the arts as within

any activity conducted by humans. Within the arts there are often complains about
moral outrage or general dislike of the arts and therefore this relationship is at its core
about the aesthetic experience of the viewer. So within this instance we can use the
interlinking play between aesthetic experience and moral outcome. Since the idea

of the everyday has become an art form, the idea that anyone can become a star
without any talent but plainly through their antics has constructed the notion and thus
our understanding that anything that is created or documented is in fact valid. With
the help of placing people within the context of availability to create and document
anything, we are validating anything to be allowed without much restraint or thought.
In Fernando Meirelles film City of God there is a scene whereby the protagonist
explains how an evolution of a specific rule can occur. The specific section of the film
is called The Story of Knockout Ned™, and describes how the character Ned changes
his position on the act of killing people during robberies. It begins by describing how
Ned saves a salesperson from being killed, and then explains the process of how Ned
eventually changes from being a person who saved a man'’s life to that of one who
kills without hesitation. Ned’s gang began with having a rule then discover that there
is always an exception to the rule, finally allowing the exception to become the rule.
With our interaction via the internet, mobile devices and their usage and the ability

to capture everything, there is a potential for the transmogrification of our lives to
move from a fairly positive interactive experience to a meaningless operation. (There
are many times when this sort of interaction between documentation and internet
provided positive outcomes, often when there is regime brutality, police brutality etc.
However during these sorts of occasions the process of documentation is not as an
everyday activity but rather as a historical/news action, even if the person doing the
documentation has no relation to activism or news reportage. The action is done
willingly and with an understanding of the outcome.) There is a possibility that we will
start to devalue cultural activity and the necessity to achieve meaningful aesthetic
experiences, the observation of the arts becomes a bucket list of items to capture for
your Instagram collection rather than a genuine curiosity in the arts. However what we
should really do is attain these new means of expression and revere in the possibilities
and visibility of people creating their own things, expressing themselves as individuals.

13 Cidade de Deus (City of God), directed by Katia Lund and Fernando Meirelles, (2002), Time period in film: 1:31:00-1:33:00



